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Executive Summary
Each year California is drenched with literally hundreds of millions 0fpounds of chemi-
cals applied to our crops, to our soil and Water, and to our homes, schools and work-
places. Many of these materials are toxic, and their use is increasing each year.

Many Califorrfians believe that environmental protection and sustainable agriculture are
alive and well in the Golden State. However, the state’s ow~ da..ta indicate that Califor-
nia is moving in the wrong direction, toward increasing use of and ~ependence on toxic
materials. Rather than learning to live in harmony with
nature, the data instead show that Californians are on-
ḡaged in routine, massive and increasing use of toxic
chemicals over vast areas of the state.                               Figure A: Pesticide use in California

increased 31% between 1991 & 1995
California uses 25% of all U.8. ¯
pesticides ¯
One-fourth of all pesticides used in the United States a~e , ~ 200

applied in California. Looked at another way, more than.;
6.5 pounds ofpesticidal active ingredients are used per
person each year in California, more than double the ha- .’~
tional rate of 3. I pounds per. capita. - "=~ as0 ¯ -

Pesticide use in California is    ¯ ,
increasing
Reported pesticide ~e in California increased 31% be-
tween 1991 and I995, from 16I to 212 million pounds Of
active ingredient (Fibre A). Approximatdy 90% of all re-.
ported pesticide use occurs in production agriculture, and o

agricultural pesticide use increased 37% between .1991
and 1995. "

The increases in hse were not due to increases in planted. Figure B: Intensity of agricultural pestidde
acreage. Statewide, acreage has remained constant during use increased 35% between 1991 & 1995
this time period. Instead, the !ntensity of pesticide use in--
creased 35%, from an average.of I8 to nearly 25 pounds
per h ested ( i re
Use of the most toxic pesticides i~;
increasing    ~,

Ūse of the mo.~t toxic pesticides rose dramatically be-
tween 1991 and 1995 (Figure C). Use ofcancer-caus-
!rig pestiddes rose 129%, to more than 25 million.
pounds, and now accounts for 11% of total pesticide
use in the state.                              :’

¯ Use of acutely toxi~ nerve poisons rose 52%, to almost,
nine million pounds. ,.:~.                 o
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¯Use of Restricted Use Pesticides--those shown in practical experience in the real
wodd to cause injury to people, crops and the environment--increased 34%, to 48
million pounds in 1995.~

T̄he total volume of cardnogens, reproductive hazards, endocrine disruptors, Cat-
eg0ry I highly h~’~tte systemic poisons, Category II nerve toxins and Restricted Use
Pesfiddes increased 32% between 1991 and 1995, and now comptise’72 million
pounds, or 34% of total reported pesticide use in the state.

Strawberries and grapes receive the most pesticides
Pesticides are applied much more heavily on-some crops than others.

¯California strawberries are grown on only about 25,000 acres; yet farmers use over
seven million pounds of pesticides on the crop each year. Strawberries are the most

, intensivdy trea~ed crop in the state, receiving :an average of over 300 pounds ofpes-
, ticide active ~gredient per acre, per year.

" "’ ¯ Of all crops in the state, the highest volum~ of pesticides was applied to grapes: 59
million pounds in i995. Most (49 million pounds) of this material was sulfur;, al-
though sulfur is not a systemic poison, it is acutdy irritating to the skin and eyes
and is responsible’for the highest number of reported worker "injuries in California:~

Pesticide use is heavy in many areas of the state
Eight adjacent counti~ in the san Joaquin Valley, where intensive ~g is a primary
land use, account for 60% of reported pesticide use in the state. Heavy pesticide use
also occurs in Californi~s other major agricultural areas: the Central Coast (Monterey,
San~ Barbara an’d Ventura Counties), the Southern Deserts (Riverside and Imperial
Counties), the North Coast wine country (Napa and.Sonoma Counties), and the Sacra-

mento Valley (Sacramento, Butte, Sutter, Yolo and
Colusa Counties). In addition, there is a large but un-

Figure C: Use oft.he most toxic ’ reported use of pesticides in homes and gardens.

pestiddcs increased dramatically The public supports reduced use, between 1991 & 1995
of pesticides

.50 --’ ~Ne~e Toxins (up 52%)

.c~ ~.~ ~:~) There is strong public support for reducing pesticide
45 - ¯ Rmuica~l U~e Pe~i~ide~ (up 54~6) ~ use. Numerous independent suiveys reveal strong con-

sumer concern about pesticide residues on food. In ad-
dition to polling results, consumers are %oting with
their pocketbooks" on these issues. Sixty percent of~0
Californians purchase organic food at least ~some-

2~ times" and the organic foods industry is growing at
~o 20% annually.
~’

State government is not
~o addressing the problem
~ Reducing pesticide use requires regulation ofpesti- .:
o rides, research into and implementation ofalternativeA,

~    ~    ~ ~ ’s~ and an informed public with access to information
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about pesticide use. Unfommatdy, the Department of Pesticide R~gulation, the pri-
mary state agency responsible for regulating pesticides in California, has pr.oposed cut-
ting its budget and scaling back the pesticide use reporting system. California’s research
and extension programs arc not �ffective at reducing pestidde use.

Policy .Recommendations: Less pesticide use and more
public access to information
It is poor public policy to routindy apply tens of millions of pounds of highly toxic ma-
terials to our food, fiber, soil, air and water. It is far safer and cheaper to prevent disper-
sion of toxic materials into the environment. Unfortunatdy, California’s regulatory
agencies are not fulSlli~ig their public mission if they function to merdy legalize and set
as stand’lard-operating-procedure He increasing use of toxic’pesticides.

It is crudal that California chart a new course--toward sustainable agriculture and to-
ward improved human and environmenr~l hdalth--by committing to a reduction in the
use of and reliance on pestiddes. To accomplish this goal, we recommend the following:

¯ Improve the public’s right to know about pesticide use
There must be a substantial effort to honor the public’s fight-to-know
about release of toxic materials into the environment and to make the~e
data widely avail~ble and accessible. California’s Pesticide Use Rep6rting
System must be made more accurate and more easily accessible to the pub-

¯ Launch a statewide effort to reduce pesticide use
California’s agricultutal research and extension services should make a se-
rious commitment to reducing pestidde use and promoting sustainable
agriculture. We recommend that federal and state pest management pro-
grams include as a primary goal reducing the use of and dependence on
pesticides. Programs should be evaluated for their ability to effect reduc-
tions in pesticide use in the real world, not just on research plots, and
these reductions should be tracked and quantified using the statc’s.pesti-
cide use reporting system. Particular emphasis should be placed on revers-
ing the current trend of increases in the use of the most toxic pesticides.

¯ Keep ~he Mill Tax high enough to fund pesticide
regulation
DPR’s budget should not be cut at a time when pesticide use is skyrocket-
ing. Rather, the agency should be spending its funds on efforts to increase
public access to information about pesticide use, and to significantly’ re-
duce pesticide use. As a wholesale tax on pesticide users, the Mill Tax fairly
transfers money from those engaged in releasing pesticides into the envi-
ronment to the agency charged with regulating that use. We recommend
that, at a minimum, the Mill Tax be set at 22 mils (2.2¢ on each dollar of
pesticide sales), the rate prevailing during the mid-1990s.
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year. Increases thus far were espedally large giddes 44%, fumigants 25%, and vertebrate
for the. herbicides acmleln, 2,4-D, molinate, (bird and mden0 poisons 7% (Appendix 4).
paraquar and thiobencarb; the insecticides The total volume of carcinogens, reproduc-
aldicarb, cazbaryl, methamidophos and five hazards, endocrine disruptors, Category
methomyl; and the fumigants 1,3- I highly acute systemic poisons, Category II
dichloropropene and metam-sodium; nerve toxins, and restricted use pesticides in-
Use of the most toxic pesticides of each type creased 32% between 1991 and 1995, and
also inerease~d. Use of the most toxic herbi- now comprise 72 mLllion pounds, or 34% of
rides increased 21%, insecticides 23%, fun- total reported pesticide use in the state.

continued on page 9

¯ Table 3: Summary. of the Reported Use Of Toxic Pestiddes
California, 1991~- 1995.

~ ~ Total Pcstidde~ . Change between .~
’ Pesticide Category ’Use in 1995 ¯ 199"i and 1995

1L-ported use o~pesricides increased .....Carcln~gens~ I 1% Increased I29%, from I0.2
31% from 1991 to I995. paniodar , to 23.4 million pounds~
categories ofofflcially designated
toxins also increased. Use of caner- Reproductive Toxins! 9% Steady at approximatlqr 18
causing pesticides inca’eased 129%, - million pounds per year.
use of U.$. EPA Cat~gory II nerve ’
toxins inct~.sed 52%, and use of Endocrine Disruptors " 5% Steady at appmximatd¥ 10
Restricted Use Pesticides increased, million pounds per year.
34%. Together, these most toxic .,
pesti¢idea comprise 34% of the U.S. EPA Category I, 13% Steady at approximatdy 30
weiglxt of total r~pot’r.ed pesticide~ ,, ~ acute systemic toxins, ’ milEon pounds per year.
use in the stas¢, labeled by law with a skull

& crossbones and the
tMethyl bromide is lls~ as z Dc~lop" words ~ DANGER/POISON~

mmtaITm~a (OEHHA 1996) ~r.
smumml, usesb~aotforagticulm~ U.S. EPA Category II 4% Increased 52%, from 5.6 to
fie~u~Th~i~~indefm- nerve toxins 8.6 million pounds

~ is used for both sim~n~ Tlm~ Restricted Use Pesticides 23% Increased 34%, from 36.0
~mv~ha~indudedallusesofm~- ....~. to 48.2 million pounds
thyl Ix~mid~ in our ¢aimhtiom for
~p~ azzins. To~tal of all carcinogens, 34% ! InCreased 32%, from 54.65

zManypeaiddesapp~roamo~an repmdu~ive toxins, to 71.9 million pounds
o~" huza~ and ~ici~ llm th~ ta~ endoctinc disruptors,
~-pomxth~ �otina ~ mami~ ¯ Category I, Category II
odyon~lm~th~sumofth~- nerve toxins, and
am~s for tt~stidd~i~is Restricted Use Pestiddes2

Total Reported 100% Increased ~1%, ~rom 161.1
~ ;,- " Pesticide Use to 211.8 million pounds
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